The text includes numerous mostly brief footnotes that primarily cite the ancient and modern sources for the narrative but often enough give useful suggestions for further reading. Only very occasionally does Roberts engage with a scholarly disagreement about a point in the text as she does in one of the longest footnotes on the question of how many Mytilenean revolt ring-leaders Paches killed and whether he was tried and committed suicide (107, n. 16). The footnotes reveal the learning and scholarship that undergirds the text.
For anyone interested in the history of the Peloponnesian war but without much background, this book, in part because it relies so much on Thucydides himself, is a readable option. The chapters on the Sicilian Expedition are particularly compelling-not surprising since Thucydides made that campaign such a gripping and coherent section of the war. Roberts' considerations of fifth century culture and literature are a welcome addition to the narrative. General history enthusiasts will appreciate the text, and it could also work well along with primary sources as the textbook for a Greek history course on the fifth century. This is a short book with grand designs. Frederick Jones explores how "boundaries" were delineated in Roman culture, literature and art-in his words, "the way certain cultural artefacts imply a pattern of concentric circles dividing insides and outsides, but dividing in such a way as to allow the boundary to be crossed and recrossed" (115). However "peripheral" the subject, though, the book also stakes a central question about the "limits" of art in the late Roman Republic and early Empire: "the uncertainty of the boundary," Jones nicely puts it, "says something about what art is and how we decide what is art" (vii).
Rather than offering a theoretical introduction or historiographical overview, the book is structured around four particular case studies, topped and tailed with an introductory chapter ("Art") and conclusion ("Self-projecting inside and outside"). Jones explains the thinking at the outset: "this book is about four elements of Roman visual culture that have special connections with the domus and manifold connections with the cultural and cognitive contexts of the Roman citizen" (1). The chapters that follow explore artistic "boundaries" through the respective lenses of gardens, garden-paintings, tapestries and the "caged bird" motif.
What we have here, in effect, are four self-contained studies (three of them adapted, in fact, from published journal articles). The introduction tries to explain the interconnections, homing in on the limits of art, and asking whether or not we can talk about Roman "art" as meaningful hermeneutic category. Jones makes no mention here of the Kantian parergon-or indeed its Derridean deconstructions: some readers will no doubt be grateful. Instead, there are some timely comments concerning the "literary learnedness and intertextuality of Roman painting and statuary" (13), for example, and the status of artists (10) (11) . Yet the precise argument-about Roman aesthetics, or about the relationships between pre-and post-Enlightenment traditions-is unclear. Generalizations abound ("Art is mimetic, not primarily in the sense that it imitates its subjects, but in the sense that the incipient artist has a subjective experience of art and thinks 'I can do that,'" 2). But the comparison with art in the "nineteenth and sixteenth-seventeenth centuries" (3) yields little, and ancient sound-bites are introduced without adequate contextual or interpretative focus. Jones seeks to introduce the "problematic" question "of what art is" (1), but relies heavily on the online Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy; the references to "Bordieu" (sic) are especially unfortunate (132, n. 10; 172).
The author is on a firmer footing in the second chapter, which turns to "The Roman garden." Here Jones revisits some of the themes from his eloquent 2011 book, Virgil's Garden: The Nature of Bucolic Space: approaching the Roman garden "as cultural phenomenon," and introducing a host of ancient authors (among them, Cicero, Varro, Horace, Ovid, Pliny and Seneca), the chapter demonstrates how "'the garden' becomes a place for mental play and for thinking about literature, history, identity, gender, and pleasure" (25; John Henderson's pioneering 2004 book, Hortus: The Roman Book of Gardening, might have been helpful here). Less successful, in my view, are the long digressions about "cognitive processes," "concept formation" and the "cognitive development of the Roman child" (44-5). The argument seems to be about "mental modelling" (48)-that is, about concepts of "inside" and "outside" which structure Roman horticultural attitudes. But the precise relevance of such excursions, at least for this reader, is indecipherable ("The domus-garden pattern, as a model of a whole set of inners and outers, influences the way the subject's thinking about the world develops, but in addition, as observed above, the element of imagination in child-play prepares for the adult flights of the imagination we considered earlier," 48).
The third chapter, dedicated to "The garden room at Prima Porta," at once extends and narrows the horticultural focus of the second. The apparent objective is to relate real gardens to their painted mediations-to champion the "art" of Roman horticulture by comparing it with the garden-frescoes of Livia's villa at Prima Porta. "I have an underlying question," Jones writes: "if one of the two entities, the garden and the garden painting which are alike in content (the garden experience) and context (the citizen's residence), can claim status as art with any credibility, what are the kinds of grounds upon which we can deny the status of art to the other?" (56). The thinking strikes me as fuzzy. Leaving aside the question of "likeness" in "content" and "context" (or indeed the definitions of these words), what is meant here by "the status of art"-and in whose historical or transcultural terms are we talking?
Here, once again, there are certainly some insightful observations along the way. Drawing on recent work by Diana Spencer, Bettina Bergmann and others, the chapter draws out the "elaborate play with boundaries in the painting" at Prima Porta (66), as well as the symbolic connotations of certain flora and fauna. Still, the observations about "composition and colour" (58) are seriously hampered by the lack of illustrations (the book reproduces a single black-and-white sketch, based on a nineteenth-century engraving, on p.55; another small and grainy picture, again derived from an engraving, is reproduced in the fourth chapter (103, Fig. 5.1) ). As before, Jones seeks to make sense of the garden-frescoes with reference to "the cognitive structure of the Roman mind" (67). But the specific medial backdrop is underplayed. There is no discussion of how the "trompe l'oiel effect" (sic) at Prima Porta plays upon a longer history of mural frame-games in Campanian wall-painting (68): while the chapter does mention the "Late Second Style" in passing (59), this leads to a puzzling excursus on "repetitiousness" in Roman art (including comparison with, among other monuments, Trajan's Column).
"Tapestry in Rome" provides the subject of the fourth chapter. In an effort to interweave the "aesthetics of textile art" (75) into his larger project, Jones lights on two interrelated arguments. First, he suggests that literary descriptions of textiles "carry also idealizations of aesthetic ideals for the visual media . . . which would seem to overlap with those implicit in painting and mosaic work" (ix). Second, Jones argues that "hangings contribute to the assemblage of porous boundaries that make up the residence" of the Roman house (75): "at a broader level, we also guess that . . . their use in doorways and between columns could reinforce the presence in the mind of porous boundaries between inside and outside, that they often shared in the aesthetic of complexity and intertextuality that we see in painted, sculptural, and poetic assemblages and compendia" (98). While tapestries tend not to survive in the archaeological record (with just a few exceptions: 80-2), Jones highlights their frequent function as meta-literary ecphrastic emblem, discussing Ovid's Metamorphoses and Catullus 64 in particular. This leads, in Jones' eyes, to an understanding of Roman tapestry "as a fully-fledged art-medium" (95).
The fifth chapter adopts a combined art historical and literary perspective to discuss "The caged bird" as Roman cultural historical phenomenon. Jones returns to a subject of the Prima Porta triclinium, this time relating the iconography to various literary treatments (among them Catull. 2 and Stat. Silv. 2.4.11-15): the chapter promises to analyse the motif under the "headings of craftsmanship, metaphoric content, mental modelling, and drama and emotion" (101; the "headings" do not in fact match the section-titles at 102, 104, 108, 111). In broader terms, the chapter suggests that "these headings . . . are the kinds of features that observers of art notice and discuss"; "if they are assembled in one artifact," Jones continues, "the result may or may not be a work of art, but it has properties shared with artworks" (101-2). The actual substance of the chapter hardly clarifies things. Typical are sentences like the following: "In short, the bird cage is like a scale model of the house and the relationships it contains, and the child's mind works with models and builds on them and the birdcage replicates patterns implicit in the house itself" (109).
The sixth, closing chapter relates the previous analyses to an overarching thesis about Roman social and cultural life. On the one hand, Jones argues that the "self-repeating pattern of inner-outer polarities, which is a strong feature of the garden, the garden painting, the birdcage, and the house, the city, and so forth, is part of the structure of the world of experience" (115). On the other hand, and given that the "domus is the home of this generation of mentality" (115), Jones situates the boundaries of such "art"-forms within specific ideas about the Roman house. Both points might be well taken. But they bear little relation to the discussion that follows, concerned rather with the use of Roman ancestral imagines. Jones makes some attempt to justify the connection ("Thinking of the domus as a metaphorical portrait of the owner, one could present it in the context of the range of Roman portraiture and portrait-like phenomena," 116). To all extent and purposes, however, this is a chapter about whether "imagines were works of art" (124), which then awkwardly encompasses the "artistic" status of the domus and Roman city ("It would be tendentious to call the urbs an art-work," 125). The final conclusion? In Jones' words: ". . . while we accept that there is not, and never was, a definitive boundary area between art and non-art and that there was always a fluid boundary area, we can say that an emergent consensus about aesthetic, emotional, and intellectual content is a key element" (129).
All in all, this is a curious book. The topic and title are hugely engaging, and Jones' combined literary and art historical approach has much to recommend it. Ultimately, however, there is too little sense of thesis, scholarly contribution or readership: chapters lack internal structure, the organization of arguments is quixotic at best, and grander observations are enmeshed within knotted digressions on historical minutiae. In methodological terms, Jones' particular promise to "apply concepts drawn from cognitive psychology" (16) bears little fruit. "Cognitive humanities" are emerging as a major strand of classical philology, archaeology and cultural history (cf., e.g., https://cognitiveclassics.blogs.sas.ac.uk). If this book is really representative of the "cognitive" agenda, however, classicists have little cause to sit up and take notice. Whatever one thinks of that larger field, the intellectual pickings here are slight ("Thinking in terms of the house as a mental model, we should be aware of the ubiquity of mental modeling as a cognitive process and how it always implies some recursive element," 48).
Most disappointing of all, however, is the shoddy work of the press. Classicists have become used to expensive books, above all from university presses. But in return for the hefty price-tag come certain expectations-about rigorous peer-review, for example, professional copy-editing, and (where necessary) adequate visual illustrations. On all fronts, Bloomsbury falls definitively short. Copy-editing is sloppy in the extreme: quite apart from misspellings (e.g., "Ful- (e.g., 144, n. 91; 156, n. 43; 163, n. 15) ; illustrations are minimal, poorly chosen and badly reproduced; there is little attempt at uniformity in the referencing conventions of the endnotes; indeed, we don't even have a consistent policy of referring to classical works (Statius is variously credited with "Silvae" (102), "Silvae" (103), "Silv." (161, n. 40) and even "Silvae": 7). For a less expensive volume, such shortcomings might be venial. But at this price? And for so short a book (just 129 pages of main text, generously spaced throughout)? Here, I think, a line really has been crossed. . . . Virgil's Aeneid sometimes gives the impression that the future the poem presents is certain. For readers of the poem, after all, the future has already happened. Anne Rogerson reminds us that the future of Aeneas' people is in fact far from certain, and not only because the future of Rome extends beyond Virgil's time. The immediate future of Aeneas' people, being so far in the past of Virgil's ancient and modern readers, is also malleable and vulnerable to exploitation. The child Ascanius embodies the vulnerability of the future in the Aeneid. Rogerson's comprehensive treatment of Ascanius begins with a clear statement of its argument on the first page: "When the Aeneid focuses on Ascanius and shows us other characters looking at him too, it is very often the uncertainty, the contingency and the malleability of the future that are stressed as the various perspectives the text offers on Aeneas' small son reveal how views of the future are shaped by different desires and competing agendas." Readers familiar with the poem and recent scholarship on it will not be surprised to find an aspect of the Aeneid focusing on doubt, uncertainty, and competition between differing perspectives and agendas. Such a characterization is, however, an oversimplification of an argument that focuses with subtlety on a relatively underappreciated character. Virgil's Ascanius contains in its close readings many insights that deepen our understanding of the Aeneid.
MichAel
The book is made up of 10 chapters, including the introduction and conclusion. Each chapter and the whole are logically organized, clearly signposted, and eloquently written. The whole book is a pleasure to read, and the argument is easy to follow, without sacrificing rigor or subtlety. Chapter 1, the introduction, begins by laying out the main arguments of the book, and then proceeds with a
